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shall be weighted and scored. The ad-
jectival rating percentages in 
1815.305(a)(3)(A) shall be applied to the 
subfactor weight to determine the 
point score. The number of Mission 
Suitability subfactors is limited to 
five. The Mission Suitability evalua-
tion subfactors and their weights shall 
be identified in the RFP. 

(3) For cost reimbursement acquisi-
tions, the Mission Suitability evalua-
tion shall also include the results of 
any cost realism analysis. The RFP 
shall notify offerors that the realism of 
proposed costs may significantly affect 
their Mission Suitability scores. 

(4) If the solicitation requires the 
submission of a Safety and Health Plan 
(see 1823.7001(c) and NPG 8715.3, NASA 
Safety Manual, Appendix H), safety 
and health must be a consideration in 
the evaluation. For acquisitions valued 
at $10 million or more, or $25 million or 
more for commercial items, then the 
Mission Suitability factor, if used, 
shall include a subfactor for safety and 
health. Otherwise, use of that sub-
factor is optional. 

(c) Cost/Price factor. This factor 
evaluates the reasonableness and, if 
necessary, the cost realism, of proposed 
costs/prices. The Cost/Price factor is 
not numerically weighted or scored. 

(d) Past Performance factor. (1) This 
factor indicates the relevant quan-
titative and qualitative aspects of each 
offeror’s record of performing services 
or delivering products similar in size, 
content, and complexity to the require-
ments of the instant acquisition. 

(2) The RFP shall instruct offerors to 
submit data (including data from rel-
evant Federal, State, and local govern-
ments and private contracts) that can 
be used to evaluate their past perform-
ance. Typically, the RFP will require: 

(i) A list of contracts similar in size, 
content, and complexity to the instant 
acquisition, showing each contract 
number, the type of contract, a brief 
description of the work, and a point of 
contact from the organization placing 
the contract. Normally, the requested 
contracts are limited to those received 
in the last three years. However, in ac-
quisitions that require longer periods 
to demonstrate performance quality, 
such as hardware development, the 

time period should be tailored accord-
ingly. 

(ii) The identification and expla-
nation of any cost overruns or 
underruns, completion delays, perform-
ance problems, and terminations. 

(3) The contracting officer may start 
collecting past performance data be-
fore proposal receipt. One method for 
early evaluation of past performance is 
to request offerors to submit their past 
performance information in advance of 
the proposal due date. The RFP could 
also include a past performance ques-
tionnaire for offerors to send their pre-
vious customers with instructions to 
return the completed questionnaire to 
the Government. Failure of the offeror 
to submit its past performance infor-
mation early or of the customers to 
submit the completed questionnaires 
shall not be a cause for rejection of the 
proposal nor shall it be reflected in the 
Government’s evaluation of the 
offeror’s past performance. 

(4) The contracting officer shall 
evaluate the offeror’s past performance 
in occupational health, security, safe-
ty, and mission success (e.g., mishap 
rates and problems in delivered hard-
ware and software that resulted in mis-
haps or failures) when these areas are 
germane to the requirement. 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 64 
FR 25215, May 11, 1999; 65 FR 30013, May 10, 
2000; 65 FR 37059, June 13, 2000]

1815.305 Proposal evaluation. (NASA 
supplements paragraphs (a) and 
(b)) 

(a) Each proposal shall be evaluated 
to identify and document: 

(i) Any deficiencies; 
(ii) All strengths and significant 

weaknesses; 
(iii) The numerical score and/or ad-

jectival rating of each Mission Suit-
ability subfactors and for the Mission 
Suitability factor in total; 

(iv) Cost realism, if appropriate; 
(v) The Past Performance evaluation 

factor; and 
(vi) Any programmatic risk to mis-

sion success, e.g., technical, schedule, 
cost, safety, occupational health, secu-
rity, export control, or environmental. 
Risks may result from the offeror’s 
technical approach, manufacturing 
plan, selection of materials, processes, 
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equipment, or as a result of the cost, 
schedule, and performance impacts as-
sociated with its approach. Risk eval-
uations must consider the probability 
of the risk occurring, the impact and 
severity of the risk, the timeframe 
when the risk should be addressed, and 
the alternatives available to meet the 
requirements. Risk assessments shall 
be considered in determining Mission 
Suitability strengths, weaknesses, defi-
ciencies, and numerical or adjectival 
ratings. Identified risks and the poten-
tial for cost impact shall be considered 
in the cost or price evaluation. 

(a)(1) Cost or price evaluation. 
(A) Cost or pricing data shall not be 

requested in competitive acquisitions. 
See 1815.403–1(b)(1) and 1815.403–3(b). 

(B) When contracting on a basis 
other than firm-fixed-price, the con-
tracting officer shall perform price and 
cost realism analyses to assess the rea-
sonableness and realism of the pro-
posed costs. A cost realism analysis 
will determine if the costs in an 
offeror’s proposal are realistic for the 
work to be performed, reflect a clear 
understanding of the requirements, and 
are consistent with the various ele-
ments of the offeror’s technical pro-
posal. The analysis should include: 

(a) The probable cost to the Govern-
ment of each proposal, including any 
recommended additions or reductions 
in materials, equipment, labor hours, 
direct rates, and indirect rates. The 
probable cost should reflect the best es-
timate of the cost of any contract 
which might result from that offeror’s 
proposal. 

(b) The differences in business meth-
ods, operating procedures, and prac-
tices as they affect cost. 

(c) A level of confidence in the prob-
able cost assessment for each proposal. 

(C) The cost realism analysis may re-
sult in adjustments to Mission Suit-
ability scores in accordance with the 
procedure described in 1815.305(a)(3)(B). 

(a)(2) Past performance evaluation. 
(A) The Past Performance evaluation 

assesses the contractor’s performance 
under previously awarded contracts. 

(B) The evaluation may be limited to 
specific areas of past performance con-
sidered most germane for the instant 
acquisition. It may include any or all 
of the items listed in FAR 42.1501, and/
or any other aspects of past perform-
ance considered pertinent to the solici-
tation requirements or challenges. Re-
gardless of the areas of past perform-
ance selected for evaluation, the same 
areas shall be evaluated for all offerors 
in that acquisition. 

(C) Questionnaires and interviews 
may be used to solicit assessments of 
the offerors’s performance, as either a 
prime or subcontractor, from the 
offeror’s previous customers. 

(D) All pertinent information, includ-
ing customer assessments and any of-
feror rebuttals, will be made part of 
the source selection records and in-
cluded in the evaluation. 

(a)(3) Technical Evaluation. 
(A) Mission Suitability subfactors 

and the total Mission Suitability fac-
tor shall be evaluated using the fol-
lowing adjectival ratings, definitions, 
and percentile ranges.

Adjectival rating Definitions Percentile 
range 

Excellent .......................... A comprehensive and thorough proposal of exceptional merit with one or more sig-
nificant strengths. No deficiency or significant weakness exists. 

91–100

Very Good ....................... A proposal having no deficiency and which demonstrates over-all competence. One 
or more significant strengths have been found, and strengths outbalance any 
weaknesses that exist. 

71–90

Good ............................... A proposal having no deficiency and which shows a reasonably sound response. 
There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both. As a whole, weaknesses not off-
set by strengths do not significantly detract from the offeror’s response. 

51–70

Fair .................................. A proposal having no deficiency and which has one or more weaknesses. Weak-
nesses outbalance any strengths. 

31–50

Poor ................................. A proposal that has one or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses that dem-
onstrate a lack of overall competence or would require a major proposal revision 
to correct. 

0–30
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(B) When contracting on a cost reim-
bursement basis, the Mission Suit-
ability evaluation shall reflect the re-
sults of any required cost realism anal-
ysis performed under the cost/price fac-
tor. A structured approach shall be 
used to adjust Mission Suitability 
scores based on the degree of assessed 
cost realism. An example of such an ap-
proach would: 

(a) Establish a threshold at which 
Mission Suitability adjustments would 
start. The threshold should reflect the 
acquisition’s estimating uncertainty 

(i.e., the higher the degree of esti-
mating uncertainty, the higher the 
threshold); 

(b) Use a graduated scale that propor-
tionally adjusts a proposal’s Mission 
Suitability score for its assessed cost 
realism; 

(c) Affect a significant number of 
points to induce realistic pricing; 

(d) Calculate a Mission Suitability 
point adjustment based on the percent-
age difference between proposed and 
probable cost as follows:

Services Hardware development Point adjust-
ment 

±5 percent ....................................................................... ±30 percent ..................................................................... 0
±6 to 10 percent .............................................................. ±31 to 40 percent ............................................................ ¥50
±11 to 15 percent ............................................................ ±41 to 50 percent ............................................................ ¥100
±16 to 20 percent ............................................................ ±51 to 60 percent ............................................................ ¥150
±21 to 30 percent ............................................................ ±61 to 70 percent ............................................................ ¥200
±more than 30 percent .................................................... ±more than 70 percent .................................................... ¥300

(a)(4) The cost or price evaluation, 
specifically the cost realism analysis, 
often requires a technical evaluation of 
proposed costs. Contracting officers 
may provide technical evaluators a 
copy of the cost volume or relevant in-
formation from it to use in the anal-
ysis. 

(b) The contracting officer is author-
ized to make the determination to re-
ject all proposals received in response 
to a solicitation. 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 63 
FR 44408, Aug. 19, 1998; 65 FR 37059, June 13, 
2000]

1815.305–70 Identification of unaccept-
able proposals. 

(a) The contracting officer shall not 
complete the initial evaluation of any 
proposal when it is determined that the 
proposal is unacceptable because: 

(1) It does not represent a reasonable 
initial effort to address the essential 
requirements of the RFP or clearly 
demonstrates that the offeror does not 
understand the requirements; 

(2) In research and development ac-
quisitions, a substantial design draw-
back is evident in the proposal, and 
sufficient correction or improvement 
to consider the proposal acceptable 
would require virtually an entirely new 
technical proposal; or 

(3) It contains major eficiencies or 
omissions or out-of-line costs which 
discussions with the offeror could not 
reasonably be expected to cure. 

(b) The contracting officer shall doc-
ument the rationale for discontinuing 
the initial evaluation of a proposal in 
accordance with this section. 

[63 FR 9954, Feb. 27, 1998, as amended at 63 
FR 44408, Aug. 19, 1998]

1815.305–71 Evaluation of a single pro-
posal. 

(a) If only one proposal is received in 
response to the solicitation, the con-
tracting officer shall determine if the 
solicitation was flawed or unduly re-
strictive and determine if the single 
proposal is an acceptable proposal. 
Based on these findings, the SSA shall 
direct the contracting officer to: 

(1) Award without discussions pro-
vided for contracting officer deter-
mines that adequate price competition 
exists (see FAR 15.403–1(c)(1)(ii)); 

(2) Award after negotiating an ac-
ceptable contract. (The requirement 
for submission of cost or pricing data 
shall be determined in accordance with 
FAR 15.403–1); or 

(3) Reject the proposal and cancel the 
solicitation. 

(b) The procedure in 1815.305–71(a) 
also applies when the number of pro-
posals equals the number of awards 
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